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We have examined the procurement policies and procedures of South Carolina State 
University for the period April 1, 1992 through June 30, 1994. As part of our examination, we 
studied and evaluated the system of internal control over procurement transactions to the extent 
we considered necessary. 
The evaluation was to establish a basis for reliance upon the system of internal control to 
assure adherence to the Consolidated Procurement Code and University procurement policy. 
Additionally, the , evaluation was used in determining the nature, timing and extent of other 
auditing procedures necessary for developing an optruon on the adequacy, efficiency and 
effectiveness of the procurement system. 
The administration of South Carolina State University is responsible for establishing and 
maintaining a system of internal control over procurement transactions. In fulfilling this 
responsibility, estimates and judgments by management are required to assess the expected 
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benefits and related costs of control procedures. The objectives of a system are to provide 
management with reasonable, but not absolute, assurance of the integrity of the procurement 
process, that affected assets are safeguarded against loss from unauthorized use or disposition and 
that transactions are executed in accordance with management's authorization and are recorded 
properly. 
Because of inherent limitations in any system of internal control, errors or irregularities 
may occur and not be detected. Also, projection of any evaluation of the system to future periods 
is subject to the risk that procedures may become inadequate because of changes in conditions or 
that the degree of compliance with the procedures may deteriorate. 
Our study and evaluation of the system of internal control over procurement transactions, 
as well as our overall examination of procurement policies and procedures, were conducted with 
professional care. However, because of the nature of audit testing, they would not necessarily 
disclose all weaknesses in the system. 
The examination did, however, disclose conditions enumerated in this report which we 
believe need correction or improvement. 
Corrective action based on the recommendations described in these findings will in all 
material respects place South Carolina State University in compliance with the South Carolina 
Consolidated Procurement Code and ensuing regulations. 
2 
Larry G. Sorrell, Manager 
Audit and Certification 
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INTRODUCTION 
We conducted an examination of the internal procurement operating policies and 
procedures of South Carolina State University . Our on-site review was conducted July 26, 1994 
through September 2, 1994, and was made under Section 11-35-1230(1) ofthe South Carolina 
Consolidated Procurement Code and Section 19-445.2020 of the accompanying regulations. 
The examination was directed principally to determine whether, in all material respects, 
the procurement system's internal controls were adequate and the procurement procedures, as 
outlined in the Internal Procurement Operating Procedures Manual, were in compliance with the 
South Carolina Consolidated Procurement Code and its ensuing regulations. 
Additionally, our work was directed toward assisting the University in promoting the 
underlying purposes and policies of the Code as outlined in Section 11-35-20, which include: 
( 1) to ensure the fair and equitable treatment of all persons who deal with the 
procurement system of this State 
(2) to provide increased economy in state procurement activities and to maximize 
to the fullest extent practicable the purchasing values of funds of the State 
(3) to provide safeguards for the maintenance of a procurement system of quality 
and integrity with clearly defined rules for ethical behavior on the part of all 
persons engaged in the public procurement process 
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BACKGROUND 
Section 11-35-1210 of the South Carolina Consolidated Procurement Code states: 
The (Budget and Control) Board may assign differential dollar 
limits below which individual governmental bodies may make 
direct procurements not under term contract. The Office of General 
Services shall review the respective governmental body's internal 
procurement operation, shall verify in writing that it is consistent 
with the provisions of this code and the ensuing regulations, and 
recommend to the Board those dollar limits for the respective governmental 
body's procurement not under term contract. 
Section 11-35-1230(1) ofthe South Carolina Consolidated Procurement Code states: 
In procurement audits of governmental bodies thereafter, 
the auditors from the Office of General Services shall review the adequacy 
of the system's internal controls in order to ensure compliance 
with the requirements of this Code and the ensuing regulations. 
Most recently, on March 24, 1992, the Budget and Control Board Granted South Carolina 
State University certification as follows: 
Category 
1. Goods and Services 
2. Information Technology 
3. Consultant Services 
Certification Limit 
$25,000 
$10,000 
$10,000 
Our audit was performed primarily to determine if certification is warranted. Additionally, 
certification was requested as follows: 
Category 
1. Goods and Services 
2. Information Technology 
3. Consultants 
4 
Requested Limit 
$25,000 
$10,000 
$10,000 
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SCOPE 
We conducted our examination in accordance with Generally Accepted Auditing Standards as 
they apply to compliance audits. Our examination encompassed a detailed analysis of the internal 
procurement operating procedures of South Carolina State University and its related policies and 
procedures manual to the extent we deemed necessary to formulate an opinion on the adequacy of 
the system to prcperly handle procurement transactions. 
We selected systematic samples for the period April 1, 1992 through June 30, 1994, of 
procurement transactions for compliance testing and performed other audit procedures that we 
considered necessary to formulate this opinion. Specifically, the scope of our audit included, but 
was not limited to, a review of the following: 
( 1) All sole source, emergency and trade-in sale procurements for the period 
Apri11, 1992- June 30, 1994 
(2) Procurement transactions for the period July 1, 1992 to March 31, 1994 as follows: 
a) One hundred ninety-six payments exceeding $500 each 
b) A block sample of all purchase orders issued to vendors with names 
beginning with C, H, 0, Pal, & W for July and August of fiscal year 1994/1995. 
A second block sample of 165 work orders issued by the Physical Plant during 
Apri11994. 
(3) Fifteen professional service contracts and fifteen construction contracts within 
permanent improvement projects for compliance with the Manual for Planning and 
Execution of State Permanent Improvements 
( 4) Minority Business Enterprise Reports for the audit period 
(5) Information Technology Plans for Fiscal Years 92/93 and 93/94 
( 6) Internal procurement procedures manual 
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SUMMARY OF AUDIT FINDINGS 
Our audit of the procurement system of South Carolina State University, hereinafter referred 
to as the University, produced findings and recommendations as follows: 
PAGE 
I. Sole Source and Emergency Procurements 
A. Inappropriate Sole Sources 8 
Eighteen sole source transactions we believe were inappropriate. 
B. Inappropriate Emergencies. II 
Two emergencies transactions we believe were inappropriate. 
C. Unauthorized Signature 12 
Nine sole sources and one emergency transaction were not approved by 
the proper authority. 
D. Reporting 13 
Six transactions were not included on the University's quarterly reports. 
Five were done as sole sources and one was done as an emergency. 
E. Drug-Free Workplace Certification 
Twelve transactions each exceeding $50,000 did not have the required 
Drug-Free Workplace Certification. Seven were done as emergencies and 
six were done as sole sources. 
II. General Procurement Code Exceptions 
A. Inadequate Solicitations of Competition 
Five sealed bids lacked the required minimum number of solicitations. 
B. Unauthorized Solicitation for Vending Services 
One contract for vending services exceeded the University's procurement 
authority, thereby making the contract unauthorized. 
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C. Procurement Management 
Out of 23 bids reviewed, the University had five with no responses and eight 
with only one response. No follow- ups were performed to determine 
why the response rate was so low. 
In another instance a purchase order was issued in November 1991 for 
training, yet services were not rendered until June 1993 some 20 months later. 
D. No Procurement Information Provided 
On one purchase order the University failed to provide us any procurement 
information. 
E. Procurement Procedures manual 
The manual needs to be revised. 
III. Construction 
A. Unauthorized Construction Contracts 
Two contracts for construction services were unauthorized. 
B. Contracts Not Timely 
We noted two construction contracts that were not processed timely. 
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RESULTS OF EXAMINATION I 
I. Sole Source and Emergency Procurements I We examined the quarterly reports of sole source and emergency procurements for the period 
April 1, 1992 through June 30, 1994. This review was performed to determine the I 
appropriateness of the procurement actions taken and the accuracy of the reports submitted to the 
Office of General Services as required by Section 11-35-2440 of the Consolidated Procurement I 
Code. We noted the following problems: I A. InaQQrOQriate Sole Sources 
We noted eighteen sole sources which we believe were inappropriate. They were as follows: I 
ITEM P.O. DESCRIPTION AMOUNT I 
1 404726 Consultant $1,600 I 2 404891 Consultant 4,000 
3 400610 Consultant 7,500 I 
4 204067 Temp. Service 12,000 
5 1274 Software 1,927 I 
6 300268 Consultant 2,350 I 7 6230 Rental Shop 6,200 
8 400628 Collection Service 3,825 I 
9 1783 Portraits 1,921 
10 401978 Medallion 2,200 I 
11 1825 Credit Service 3,000 
12 206271 Paper 5,203 I 
13 304661 Plaques 600 I 
14 406704 Waste removal 2,663 
15 306240 Consultant 1,700 I 
16 404435 Consultant 2,250 
I 
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P.O. 
404547 
500776 
DESCRIPTION 
Consultant 
Consultant 
AMOUNT 
$8,750 
8,750 
The consultant in item 1 was hired to develop promotional brochures. We saw no clear 
justification for the use of the sole source procurement methodology. Competition should have 
been solicited. 
Items 2 and 3 were for the same consultant. The justification is based on the consultant's 
"extensive knowledge of the Student Information System"(SIS)". While this person may have 
extensive knowledge of the SIS and possibly be the best choice, we do not believe the consultant 
was the only choice. 
The temporary service for item 4 was for legal secretarial services from an employment 
agency. Other employment agencies were avail a le to offer these services. 
On item 5 for the software, the determination clearly states that the software was available 
from other companies. This in itself invalidates the sole source. 
Item 6 was for consulting services to provide training for the campus police. This company 
was not the only company that offered training to police officers. 
Item 7 is an open purchase order for miscellaneous rental items for the food service 
department. A short delivery time was the critical element in the sole source determination. This 
should be specified in a contract solicitation. The contract should have been competed. 
Item 8 for a collection service was not a sole source. We counted over 20 such services in a 
phone book. 
The contract for portraits in item 9 should have been approved by the Arts Commission under 
the exemption granted that Agency for artist services. The sole source was inappropriate. 
The medallion in item I 0 was purchased when the name of the institution was changed from 
College to University. The justification is based on the fact that this vendor was the original 
supplier. However, a $1,000 deposit was made with another company which apparently was 
contracted through the vendor that received the sole source contract. This was not a sole source. 
9 
Item 11 was for a credit bureau service. Other credit bureaus were available. 
On item 12 for the paper, it was true that this particular paper was only available from the 
manufacturer. However, other manufacturers offer similar paper. Competition should have been 
solicited. 
Item 13 for the plaques and engraving was available from other vendors. The vendor that was 
sole sourced had the master plate. This gives the vendor an advantage on price, but does not 
make the vendor a sole source. 
Item 14 for waste removal services was available from other sources. This service should be 
competed in the future. 
On item 15 the consultant was hired to perform a study required by the Commission on Higher 
Education. While the consultant was well qualified to perform this study, other consultants could 
perform the same study. 
For item 16 the consultant was hired to perform assignments for the President. This person 
should have been handled as an employee and not a consultant. Our opinion was further 
strengthened by the fact that the person was hired as an employee at the expiration of the 
consulting contract. 
On items 17 and 18 both purchase orders were to the same individual. He recently retired 
from State employment. We believe the contract should have been handled as a special contract 
employee and not as an independent consultant. 
Section 11-35-1560 of the South Carolina Consolidated Procurement Code allows for sole 
source procurements where there is only one source for a required item. It further states that 
competition should be solicited when there is reasonable doubt. We recommend that 
procurements which do not meet the definition of a sole source be competed in accordance with 
the procurement code. 
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UNIVERSITY RESPONSE 
The University will ensure that all sole source procurements meet the definition of a sole source 
as stated in accordance with the procurement code and if there is reasonable doubt about a 
procurement, competition will be solicited. 
B. Inappropriate Emergencies 
We noted two procurements done as emergencies that we believe were inappropriate. They 
were as follows: 
1 
2 
P.O. 
406828 
400133 
DESCRIPTION 
Scoreboard 
Printing 
AMOUNT 
$264,020 
6,934 
For item 1 the University knew around April 1, 1994 of the need to replace the scoreboard at 
the football stadium. Enough time was available to properly compete the procurement. 
However, the University did not move on this transaction until May. As a result informal 
competition, through an emergency declaration, was obtained instead of soliciting formal sealed 
bids. Poor planning was the cause of soliciting informal quotes on a $264,020 procurement. 
Item 2 was the printing job of the inauguration programs for the President. Only one of the 
printers contacted was able to meet the one day deadline required by the University. Poor 
planning was the cause of an emergency declaration. 
Section 11-35-1570 of the South Carolina Consolidated Procurement Code allows for 
emergency procurements when there exists an immediate threat to public health ,welfare, critical 
economy and efficiency , or safety. We recommend that better planning be used so that 
emergency situations can be avoided. More lead time for vendors should result in better prices 
for the University as well. 
UNIVERSITY RESPONSE 
The University will stress the importance to all departments of allowing sufficient lead time to 
process all transactions in accordance with the Procurement Code. This will be done through a 
combination of workshops and conferences with individuals and departments. 
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C. Unauthorized Signature 
We noted nine sole sources and one emergency that were unauthorized because they were not 
signed by an authorized official. They were as follows: 
P.O. NUMBER DESCRIPTION AMOUNT 
5527 Repairs parts $ 2,000 
300140 Maintenance 1,250 
3005547 Banquet table 3,180 
403378 Subscription service 6,000 
403648 Subscription service 2,750 
402038 Maintenance 86,123 
305454 Test 2,582 
1825 Credit Service 3,000 
206271 Paper 5,203 
303176 Library equipment 6,773 (emergency) 
Sole source authority was delegated from the President to the Vice President of Business and 
Management. Even though the name ofthe Vice President of Business and Management 
appeared on the determinations, it was not his signature. Since the determinations were not 
signed by an authorized official, they were unauthorized and required ratification. 
We recommend that only authorized officials at the University sign sole source and emergency 
determinations. The President must ratify each procurement less than $25,000 as required by 
Regulation 19-445.2015. The sole source procurement on purchase order 402038 for $86,123 
must be submitted to the Office of General Services for ratification pursuant to Regulation 19-
445.2015 since the value exceeded the University's certification. 
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UNIVERSITY RESPONSE 
The University will ensure that all sole source and emergency procurements will be signed by the 
authorized officials. Letters of Ratification for each unauthorized Procurement have been 
prepared. 
D. REPORTING 
The University failed to report the following sole source and emergency procurements. 
P.O. Number DESCRIPTION AMOUNT 
300647 Honorarium $ 750 
7181 Supplies 734 
7054 On-line subscription 1,740 
306240 Consultant 1,700 
404435 Consultant 2,250 
301714 Emergency A/C repair 22,000 
Section 11-35-2440 of the Code requires that agencies submit to the Office of General 
Services a record listing all sole source and emergency procurement transactions. 
We recommend the University file amended reports adding these transactions. More caution 
should be used in gathering sole source and emergency transactions to be reported. 
UNIVERSITY RESPONSE 
Amended reports have been filed. The University will ensure that quarterly sole source and 
emergency reports are completed. 
E. DRUG-FREE WORKPLACE CERTIFICATION 
We noted twelve sole source and emergency procurement transactions which exceeded 
$50,000 each where the University did not obtain the required drug-free workplace certification 
from the vendors stating the vendors were in compliance with the South Carolina Drug-Free 
Workplace Act. They were as follows: 
P.O. NUMBER 
405385 
DESCRIPTION 
Maintenance repairs 
13 
AMOUNT 
$ 58,612.00 
P.O. NUMBER DESCRIPTION AMOUNT 
400147 Chiller repairs $64,221.00 
406828 Scoreboard 264,020.00 
403609 IT equipment 122,038.82 
402038 Maintenance 105,103.00 
402679 CD server 55,918.77 
401088 Boiler repair 265 ,000.00 
304633 Boiler repair 100,761.84 
304633 Boiler repair 70,000.00 
300837 Maintenance 90,338.52 
205413 Transportation service 175,685.00 
303310 Yearbooks 59,564.00 
Section 44-107-10 et seq. ofthe South Carolina Code ofLaws requires on any resultant 
contract of $50,000 or more that a certification be obtained from the recipient stating that the 
vendor maintains a drug-free workplace. Because the Law states any contract, this also includes 
sole source and emergency contracts. 
We recommend the University obtain the drug-free work place certification on all its contracts 
that exceed $50,000. 
UNIVERSITY RESPONSE 
The University failed to enforce the Drug-Free certification requirements. The University will 
ensure that this requirement is enforced for all purchases for $50,000.00 and above. 
II. General Procurement Code Exceptions 
We reviewed random samples from each of the four procurement areas defined by the 
Consolidated Procurement Code as well as performed other tests in accordance to our standard 
audit program. The results of these tests were as follows. 
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A. Inadequate Solicitations of Competition 
Out of the 196 payments reviewed from the four sample areas, we found five procurements 
which did not have sufficient solicitations of competition. They were as follows: 
Purchase Purchase Order Competition Competition 
Order Description Amount Solicitated Required 
302747 Lock cylinders $15,597 7 solicitations 10 
306924 Hair dryers & chairs 11,352 4 solicitations 10 
207195 Refrigerator & freezer 19,378 8 solicitations 10 
207017 Closed circuit TV system 25,044 6 solicitations 10 
400548 Insurance 49,491 7 solicitations 10 
Each of the transactions cited were sealed bids done by the University prior to the change of 
the Code. At that time Regulation 19-445.2035(A) required a minimum of 10 sealed bid 
solicitations for transactions of $10,000 or more. The Regulation further states that if the 
minimum number cannot be solicited, the head of the governmental body shall certify in writing 
that all known sources were solicited. 
We recommend the University comply with the minimum solicitation requirements. If the 
minimum number of solicitations cannot be made, a certification should be prepared stating that 
all known sources were solicited. 
UNIVERSITY RESPONSE 
The University will comply with the minimum solicitation requirements. If the minimum number 
of solicitations cannot be obtained, a letter of certification will be prepared for the file stating that 
all known sources were solicited. 
15 
B. Unauthorized Solicitation For Vending Services 
In our last audit report we stated, in reference to vending contracts, "these types of contracts 
are subject to the Procurement Code." On the current audit we learned of a vending contract for 
pouring rights was done by the University which exceeded its authority and did not follow the 
Procurement Code. As a result tbis contract was unauthorized and required ratification from the 
Office of General Services. 
We recommend that ratification be requested in accordance to Regulation 19-445.2015 from 
the Office of General Services. Further, we reiterate our point from the last audit to remind the 
University that such contracts for vending services that are revenue generating are subject to the 
provisions of the Procurement Code. 
UNIVERSITY RESPONSE 
A letter of Ratification has been prepared. All future vending contracts will be processed in 
accordance with the Procurement Code. 
C. Procurement Management 
During our audit we noted two areas where procurement management needed strengthening. 
Of the 23 sealed bids audited, thirteen (13) either had no response or only one response. While 
the lack of response does occur on occasion, we believe the frequency of poor responses at the 
University to its sealed bids was too great. 
We recommend the University take a more active approach and follow up on solicitations with 
poor responses to find out why vendors did not respond. Appropriate measures should be taken 
to encourage vendors to respond. Strong competition ensures that the University is getting good 
prices. 
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We observed a purchase order that was issued in November 1991 (Ref. P0203294) for 
training services in the amount of $3,438 where the actual services were not rendered until June 
1993. This was 20 months after the purchase order had been issued. The invoice to this purchase 
order was apparently paid without question even though it committed prior fiscal year funds. We 
inquired to learn what had caused the extended delay. The answer we received was the delay was 
caused by scheduling problems. The training for library software only took 2.5 days. 
We recommend the Procurement Department review its outstanding purchase orders to 
determine what appropriate action should be taken. At some point the purchase orders should be 
canceled if services are not being delivered. 
UNIVERSITY RESPONSE 
We concur with the fmding for all such cases. The University will conduct a follow-up review to 
determine the reasons for no response and undertake necessary measures to encourage vendors to 
respond. The Procurement Department currently reviews its outstanding purchase orders at the 
end of each fiscal year/project year and, the necessary action is taken to cancel or review the 
purchase order. 
D. No Procurement Information Provided 
The University failed to provide procurement information on one purchase order. Purchase 
order 400581 for $3,300 was for transportation services. Without the procurement information, 
we cannot determine compliance with the Procurement Code. 
We recommend this information be provided for our review. 
UNIVERSITY RESPONSE 
The detail information of purchase order number P4005 81 for transportation services has been 
· provided. Due to oversight this information was not attached to the P.O. The University will 
ensure that all pertinent information is properly filed. 
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E. Procurement Procedures Manual 
We reviewed the most recent Procurement Procedures Manual for compliance to the 
Procurement Code and found it to be deficient in a number of areas. A detail listing of the needed 
revisions was given to the Procurement Department along with a copy of another manual. A 
revised manual needs to be prepared and submitted to the Office of Audit and Certification for 
approval. This will have to be accomplished before recertification can be granted. 
UNIVERSITY RESPONSE 
The Procurement Procedures Manual will be revised on or before February 28, 1995 and will be 
forwarded to the Office of Audit and Certification for approval. 
Ill. Construction 
Our review of construction procurements involved procurements of goods and services related 
to construction, construction related professional services and construction contracts. This 
review included 30 permanent improvement contracts. Our findings were as follows: 
A. Unauthorized Construction Contracts 
One unauthorized contract occurred on purchase order C400050 for services at the 1890 
extension facilities conference. We requested purchase order C400050 and the procurement file 
but never received any information. Since we were not provided with the purchase order, we do 
not know the contract amount. Further, the invoices were paid even though we saw no 
authorizing signatures for payment. The total amount paid on check 1-006226 was $2,164. 
Since no authorizing signatures for payment were provided to us, we must consider the 
payment unauthorized. Therefore, we recommend ratification be requested in accordance to 
Regulation 19-445.2015 from the President. We further recommend that accounts payable not 
pay invoices which do not have the proper signatures. 
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On the contract for Mays Hall waterproofing for $24,420, the authority to execute a 
construction contract (form SE-380) was approved by the State Engineer on 2/26/93. However, 
the contractor billed for 100% of the services rendered on 2/25/93. The contractor completed the 
contract before the State Engineer's approval was obtained. It was the responsibility of the 
University to ensure that services were not performed until the State Engineer's review of the 
contract documents was completed. Because services were performed before the State 
Engineer's approval was obtained, the contract was unauthorized. 
We recommend ratification be requested from the Materials Management Officer in 
accordance to Regulation 19-445.2015 since the contract exceeded the University's authority. 
The University should not allow contractors to proceed until the State Engineer has reviewed the 
contract documents. 
UNIVERSITY RESPONSE 
Proper procurement procedures were followed in procuring services for the waterproofmg of 
Mays Hall. However, due to delays in submitting the performance bond by the contractor, the 
contract was not signed in a timely manner. A request to the Materials Management Office to 
ratify this contract has been submitted. 
B. Contracts Not Timely 
Our review of construction revealed two contracts that were not processed in a timely manner. 
In the first instance, the University advertised for an architectural firm to perform an update to the 
Master Plan of construction at the University in June 1990. The evaluations of firms were 
performed in October 1990. However, the request for approval ofthe contract from the State 
Engineer's Office was not made until October 1991. No one could offer us an explanation as to 
why it took one year to submit the documents to the State Engineer's Office for approval. 
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The second contract noted was addressed earlier as being unauthorized. It was the contract 
for the waterproofing of Mays Hall. Bids were opened for this contract on 8/26/92. The Notice 
of Award which informs vendors of the University's contractor decision was mailed on 9/30/92. 
At this time the contract documents should have been sent to the State Engineer's Office for his 
review and approval. However, the documents were not submitted until February 1993 as 
evidenced by the approval date for the contract of 2/26/93. 
We recommend the University submit contract documents to the State Engineer's Office in a 
more timely manner. It was our general observation that the time between bid openings on 
construction contracts or architect/engineer evaluations to submittal of the contract documents to 
the State Engineer's Office could be shortened. 
UNIVERSITY RESPONSE 
The University concurs with this recommendation and will take steps to submit contract 
documents to the State Engineer' s Office in a more timely manner. 
20 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
CERTIFICATION RECOMMENDATIONS 
As enumerated in our transmittal letter, corrective action based on the recommendations 
described in this report, we believe, will in all material respects place South Carolina State 
University in compliance with the South Carolina Consolidated Procurement Code and ensuing 
regulations. 
We will perform a follow-up in accordance with Section 11-35-1230( I) of the Procurement 
Code to determine if the proposed corrective action has been taken. Subject to this corrective 
action, we will consider recommending recertification for one ( 1) year at the levels indicated 
below. 
Procurement Area 
1. Goods and Services 
2. Information Technology in 
accordance with the approved 
Information Technology Plan 
3. Consultant Services 
Recommended Certification Levels 
*$25,000 
*$10,000 
*$10,000 
*Total potential purchase commitment whether single year or multi-term contracts are used. 
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\.~~GS~ 
Larry Q orrell, Manager ' 
Audit and Certification 
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STATE OF SOUTH CAROLINA 
~tate '1Nuoget uno <!Tontrol T!iloaro 
OFFICE OF GENERAL SERVICES 
JOHN DRUMMOND DA VI0 M. BEASLEY, CHAIRMAN 
GOVERNOR CHAIRMAN, SENATE FlNANCE COMMTITEE 
HENRY E. BROWN, JR. RICHARD A. ECKSTROM 
STATE TREASURER CHAIRMAN, WAYS AND MEANS COMMTITEE 
EARLE E. MORRIS,JR. 
COMPTROLLER GENERAL 
Mr. R. Voight Shealy 
HELEN T. ZEIGLER 
DIRECTOR 
MATERIALS MANAGEMENT OFFlCE 
1201 MAIN STREET, SUITE 600 
COLUMBIA, SOUTH CAROLINA 29201 
(803) 737-0600 
Fax (803) 737-0639 
WILLIAM E. GUNN 
ASSISTA!'o<T DIRECTOR 
March 28, 1995 
Acting Materials Management Officer 
1201 Main Street, Suite 600 
Columbia, South Carolina 29201 
Dear Voight: 
L~ER F. CARTER 
EXECI.JTlYE DIRECTOR 
We have performed a substantial follow-up to 0ur audit of Suuth 
Carolina St.ate University for the period A.pril l, 1.~? 2 - .Jun e 10 , 
1994. We also met with President. Hutton and .fvl:: Moo1 ShekhawrJt -· 
Vice President for Business and Management, to discuss cur 
concerns over the exceptions addressed in our audit. The follow-
up review combined with the University's commitment to enhance 
the procurement process has satisfled the Office of Audit and 
Certification that the University has taken steps to correct the 
problem areas found. 
We, therefore recommend the c<?rtificCitioP limit~ f or Scn1th 
Carolina State University o utlined i_n t:h e ;:wdit report: b<~ '.:t' · " n v~· l 
for a period of o ne (1) year. 
Sincerely, 
~~~~ Manager 
Audit and Certification 
LGS/tl 
MARION U. DORSEY, P.E. 
OFFICE OF THE 
STATE ENGI!'o'EER 
(803) 737-0770 
VOIGIIT SHEA!.. Y 
STATE 
PROCURE.\ffii'.T 
(803) 737-0600 
RON MOORE 
ll'o'FORMATION 
TEOfNOLOGY 
MANAGEMEI'.T 
(803) 737-0600 
To tal Copies Pr1nted - 33 
Unit Cost - .59 
Total Cost - 19 . 47 
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LARRY G. SORRELL 
AUDIT 
& CERTIFlCATION 
(803) 737 -0600 
JAMES J . FORTH, JR . 
QUALITY ASSI..iRANCE 
(803) 737 -0600 
WAI..TTAYLOR 
STATE & FEDERAL 
SURPLUS 
PROPERTY 
(803) 822-5490 
WAI..TTAYLOR 
CE."fffiAI.. SUPPI.. y 
& !NffiRAGENCY 
MAIL SERVICE 
(803) 734-7919 
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